From: Eleskes, Robin (ECY)

To: Guzzo. Lindsay

Cc: Zehm, Polly (ECY); White, Gordon (ECY); Bartlett, Heather (ECY); Seeberger, Don (ECY); Doenges, Rich (ECY);
Adams. Kimberly (ECY); wigal.jennifer@deqg.state.or.us

Subject: Department of Ecology comment letter

Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 3:23:55 PM

Attachments: 20151008135819449.pdf

This is an electronic copy of The Department of Ecology’s comments on the Draft Authorization to
Discharge under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System for Offshore Seafood
Processors Discharging in Federal Water off the Washington and Oregon Coast. A Hard copy will
follow.

Thank you,

ROBIN FLESKES

Section Secretary
Southwest Regional Office
Water Quality Program
(360) 407-6270
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

PO Box 47600 « Olympia, WA 98504-7600 © 360-407-6000
711 for Washington Relay Service ¢ Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341

October 8, 2015

Mr. Dan Opalski

Director, Office of Water and Watersheds
U.8. EPA, Region 10

1200 6™ Avenue, Suite 900, OWW-191
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: NPDES Permit No. WAGS3200

Dear Mr éO}J]/M W—l

The Department of Ecology (Ecology) would like to take this opportunity to submit comments on the
Draft Authorization to Discharge under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System for Offshore
Seafood Processors Discharging in Federal Water off the Washington and Oregon Coast. Our comments
focus on these areas of concern: inadequate notification, insufficient application of available treatment
technology as is applied to shore-based processors, lack of analysis on potential impacts of discharges to
exacerbate harmful algal bloom outbreaks and need for federal consistency review with Washington
Coastal Management Plan.

Ecology received no formal notification from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) of this
proposed permit and only learned of it through Ecology’s Olympic Coast National Sanctuary Advisory
Council member. Ecology is very concerned that notification was not provided directly by the EPA for a
pollutant generating activity with the potential to impact Washington State waters and resources. Ecology
requests that EPA provide adequate notice directly to all potentially affected State Agencies in the future.

High nutrients and warm water temperatures (increasing due to climate change) are linked to harmful
algal bloom outbreaks. When large algal blooms occur, this can cause high levels of toxins that, in turn,
make fish and shellfish unsafe for people to eat. These harmful algal bloom outbreaks are often triggered
when warm water temperatures combine with high nutrients from coastal upwelling. Coastal waters off
Washington are already suffering the consequences of harmful algal blooms, which this year severely
tmpacted recreational razor clam digging, commercial Dungeness crab fishing causing harvest closures
and delays in openings for recreational harvest and affected commercial shellfish aquaculture in Willapa
Bay and Grays Harbor. Ecology is concerned that the additional nutrient loading allowed in this draft
permit may increase the likelihood for future harmful algal bloom outbreaks.

Coastal waters off Washington are also subject to seasonal hypoxia and increasingly low pH waters.
Coastal upwelling plays a role in these processes as do global carbon dioxide emissions. Ocean
acidification has been a major focus for Washington, given its potential for large impacts to the marine
environment, especially shellfish. Again, Ecology is concerned that additional nutrients provided for in
this permit may exacerbate both hypoxic and low pH conditions in coastal waters.
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For example, using figures obtained from Glacier Fish Company’s web page the 3 vessels they operate in
the area proposed for permit coverage can process the following volumes of finished product per day.
The E/T Alaska Ocean at 376 feet can process 225 metric tons of finished product per day, the F/T Pacific
Glacier at 276 feet can process 155 metric tons of finished product per day, and the ¥/T Northern Glacier
at 201 feet can process 93 metric tons of finished product per day. These production rates were
extrapolated to include all the vessels that have applied for the permit, using the effluent limits
promulgated for a shore based processor (which are far more stringent than those proposed for the
offshore processors), and a shore based meal plant that serves this processor and pre-treats for ammonia
only. The amount of pollutants that can be discharged 3 miles off the coasts of Washington and Oregon
each day could be as high as, but is likely far higher, than the following:

» Biological Oxygen Demand: 1,068,239 ibs/day
s Total Suspended Solids: 73,698 lbs/day
¢  Oil and Grease: 79,053 Ibs/day

This represents over 610 tons per day combined pollutant loading, and with a pacific whiting season
lasting 53 days (spring, and fall seasons combined) 32,330 tons of combined pollutant loading each year.

Despite a large record, the fact sheet and supporting documentation suggest the permit is based almost
entirely on EPA’s Alaska permit.

“Grinding seafood waste to 0.5 inch has been the technology-based effluent limitation applicable
to offshore seafood processing facilities in offshore waters around Alaska for over 30 years. The
majority, if not all, of the vessels that would likely apply for coverage under the Draft Permit also
operate in Alaskan waters and, thus, have the equipment on board to grind their waste to 0.5 inch.
The 0.5 inch limitation was originally used for remote Alaska locations in consideration of the
expense and logistical difficulties associated with much of Alaska. The 0.5 inch grind effluent
limitation was also the BPJ effluent limit that was established in an individual NPDES permit for
a seafood processing vessel that discharges to the Atlantic Ocean. Ground wastes should disperse
rapidly in the waters covered by the Permit.”

The fact sheet does not explain how the statement highlighted above is applicable to Washington and
Oregon waters that are not remote. Both states have shore based processing plants that can accommodate
the Pacific whiting fleet without causing them unnecessary expense and logistical difficulties.

To meet the all known, available, and reasonable methods of treatment requirement of the states
regulations (WAC 173-220-130) the offshore seafood processing ships must apply the same level of
treatment, and meet the same federally promulgated effluent limits, as Washington shore based
Processors.

Shore based pacific whiting processors in Washington have spent millions of dollars installing treatment
to meet federally promulgated effluent limits. Shore based processors are held to more stringent effluent
guidelines that produce a much cleaner effluent, but at an increased cost for treatment putting them at an
economic disadvantage compared to offshore seafood processing ships. For the reasons stated above
offshore seafood processing ships operating within the contiguous zone (24 miles from the Washington
Coast) should be held to standards as stringent as shore based processors in Washington to:





Mr. Dan Opalski
October 8, 2015
Page 3

e Prevent water quality degradation and its impacts on the recreational razor clam harvest,
commercial Dungeness crab harvest, associated economic consequences, and to;
~ »  Provide a level playing field between the offshore seafood processing ships and the shore based
~ processors.

Finally, Ecology does not agree with EPA’s statements in Sections 8.1 Coast Zone Management and
Section 10.1.8 Criterion 8, that EPA does not need to evaluate the draft permit against Washington’s
Coastal Management Plan (CMP) and enforceable policies because the permitted activities are in federal
waters. The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) requires that Federal activities and projects affecting
the coastal zone of a state, including Federally-permitted activities, must be consistent with the
enforceable policies of the approved state CZMP. CZMA consistency determinations apply not only to
permits for activities that occur within the coastal zone, but also to permits for activities outside the
coastal zone that may affect any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone. For the reasons
stated herein, Ecology believes the federally permitted activity here does affect Washington’s coastal
resources and therefore does require CZMA consistency review. Ecology will be contacting EPA
regarding the State’s CZMP and review process separately from these comments. Please contact Loree’
Randall, Ecology CZM Federal Consistency Policy Lead at (360) 407-6068 if you have any questions.

If you have any questions please contact Marc Pacifico at (360) 407-6282, or by e-mail at
marc.pacifico@ecy.wa.gov.

Sincerely,

Heather R. Bartlett
Water Quality Program Manager






